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R hen -the coming:
%3 version- of any--
" weapons System

- sume that the evolution of that systemn
is well past its peal. The best battle-.
: ships, for-example, were built during
orld War II, well after their useful-

and the submarine & 22

its military forces aimost ‘exclusively
to defend Western Europe. Concentra-<-

_military equipment that is large and’
complex. It is not likely that it could be
shifted quickly enough to other vztaJ re-

_comes vulnerable to oiher kinds of bat-
"tle. There will be more areas ofconéern
to the United States in the years ahead
than just the Persian Gulf and Europe.’
If we want to be ready to piay our role:
-in them, we need forces that are strong
and are useful in many diiierent appli~
. catiens.- We should design- and build
equipment and train our troops both to
satisfy NATO's requirements to sustain
combat with traditional, heavy forces
‘and to have the ﬂexszhty,, lightness’
and mobility that we would need for

- contingencies elsewhere, Werieed tore-" |

think our overall strategy and, capital-’
izing on the innovative and technologi-
cal genius. of American industry, we
need to shift from building weapons:
systems that are useful only in tradi.’
tional, major continental warfare. to
, Systems that wxll servea wxderrangeof :
needs -

- The- potennal for conflict in the Per-
_sian:Gulf- today is:a good example-‘

President Carter asserted in January

- 1880 that the United States would pro-
. tect its interests in the Persian Guif
~with military force if necessary. The
| Reagan Admnmstrat:on has confu'med
that;;ommntment - STEe e

~ Since. the -end-of World War Ii,’ the-
Uruted States has d&mgned and trained -

tion on this single threat has produced”

zappears to be vir-.

i/ < like our new tanks .
and ajrcraft carriers, one can safely as- .

nas had been echpsed_ by Jxe axrplane :

g:ons, suchas the Persian Gulf.- 2555
: When-military forces are d(-sngned' ;
* for only one kind of battie, a nation be- |

; where he may attack. Perhaps we may

i country into another that would jeop-

; tainly should not consider intervening .
* anywhere, unless a vital national inter-|

“cupy military bases in the Middle East
* is not the solution to the problem. First, |
.-it would be unwise to mortgage vital '
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: ~-To strengthen. our'breparednas in

the Persian Giilf, we-are-working-to ac-
quire ‘rights -to-militazy bases in the
Middle East; we ane'negonaung with

‘|! governments in-the<xregion:for permis-;

sion lokeep Americanforcesthere, and
we are trying to persuade-ourprincipal
allies to play a role alonpside-us. These
respanses to the problem:simply per-
petuate the same approaciswehave fol-

" lowed in Europe forthedast 36 years.

But the Persian Gulf is-not-Europe. In
Europe;-it- is clear that the~threat is
from the Warsaw Pact-forces posi-
tioned across the borderbetween West

‘Germany and its eastern meighbors.

Our allies do not question the need to
have bases for American forces on’
their soil; nor is there any-doubt that
they will be in it with usifa war starts.

In the Persian Gulf, however ‘we do not.
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of Iran would change the polmcal com-
plexion of the Persian Gulf overnight..
With the Soviets adjacent to the oil
fields of Irag and Kuwait, they would.
be only a short distance from the oil of
Saudi Arabia and would be able to com-
‘I'mand the north shore of the Strait of
Hoymuz through which all oil fiows out
| of the gulf. The free world’s energy sup-
ply would soon be hostage to the Soviet
i Union, giving Moscow a degree of
! leverage over us attainable in-no other
' wayshort ofall-outwar. . - .5

A Soviet attempt at the conqu&st of )
Iran could not go unchallenged by the
United States and its allies. After con-
sidering all other alternatives to arrest
"such a_move:by the Soviets, -we might |
decide that the stakes were high enough
to warrant the use.of-force..Qur objec-
tive in intervening would not be to de-
feat a full-and sustained Soviet drive to
‘capture ali-of Iran — that would prob-
ably be impossible on-the Soviets’ back
.doorstep:- <—-but to. seize -quickly the
southern-oil-producing. portion of Iran
before the:Soviets could-establish a vi-

know exactly who the enemy may beor -

face a massive Soviet attack to capture " i
Iran’s oil fields, or perhaps an internal _
rebeilion in some key oxl-producmg
area, or perhaps a thrust by one Arab -

ardize our oil supplies. L
Acquiring the rights to use and oc-

American interests to the political”
judgment of another nation. We cer-.

est is at stake. But should that occasion
arise, the host country might simply
appraise the situation differently, and
not permit us to engage in combat from
its soil. Second, once we do establish .’ |
some set of bases, the chances are very
high that they will not be well enough’
placed for the crises that..actually
arise. To be operationally useful, bases
have 10 be very close to the area of ac--
tion. For combat aircraft, this would be
within 300 to 400 miles. For ground com-.
bat forces, it could not be much more-
than 100 miles if they were to be intro-
duced in a timely manner. . Likely
*scenarios in the Persian Gulf demon-.
strate the problem well, but they are by
no means the only scenanos that may
concernus. -
To begin with, the most demandmg N
need for military force in this region

ablemilitary-presencethere.’
“~There are 700 rugged miles separat-
Ang_the:zSeviet~Union from Iran’s oil
fields. Tobe mpos:tmn before the Sovi-
ets*oould amve.mstrength. we would
have. to- ‘move into place m Just a few |
thmugh an mrfleld in southern Iran it-
self, because Oman, Saudi Arabia and
Egyptareall too far-away. Tanks intro-
duced into the nearest airfield in Saudi
~Arabia, fori mstance ‘would be 400 miles
-away and would take-hopelessly long to
-get -into~action. In-short, for this sce-
.nario-we cannot comr:on_prearranged
“bases-being close enongh. and there is
-nopresant possibility. ofmegouat.mg for
hbasenghts inIran. :
< Arsecond situation thatmxght endan-
+j=gervital American-interests would be a
rebellion-or a terroristsaction that"
threatened oil supplies.:Such a possibil-
ity is not unlikely in'‘Middle Eastern na-
tions that are undergoing rapid cuitural
and economic change and-are exposed
to subversive actions-by-both Soviet
clients in the area, 'such as South
Yemen, and radical Arab groups, such
as the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
“tion. A rebellion, if not suppressed in its
incipient stages, could.get out of hand
easily, acquire a momentum of its own
and then probably not be controlled. 1f
we were asked to help, we would have
to move in very quickly to do any good.
Since we cannot predict where such a

would be to oppose a direct thrust by :
_the Soviets into Iran. A Soviet conquest

disturbance might -arise,’ Pprearranged;
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bases are not likely to be right at hand,

. or if they are, they might fall under the

control of the revolutionaries and we
would have to fight our way into them.
In a third type of situation, an in-
traregional war that threatened to dis-
rupt oil supplies, local bases presum-
ably would be made avaiiable to us by
the country we were defending. Still, if
better ones were to be had, we might
want to be able to acquire facilities that

- we had not anticipated or could not

‘have arranged in advance. All this is
not to say that advance arrangements
for bases to store supplies of fuel, or to
refuel transport aircraft, or to prepare
forces for combat, would not be useful.

We must recognize, however, that such

arrangements are unlikely to satisfy
our key operational combat require-
ments in a time of crisis. We-are going
to have to obtain locally what we re-
quire for operations when we are ready
to move, and be prepared to sustain
ourselves and effect any needed
buildup in force from at least as far
away as Europe. An even more funda-

mental consideration regarding the-

utility of bases is, as mentioned above,
that the Persian Gull will not be our

only area of concern in the years ahead. -

If we look back at the secord since
World War 1I, the United States has
been repeatedly surprised at where its

_‘ vital national interests seerngd tobe:
; M'We hardly anticipated Korea in 1950.

Our inability quickly to move sufficient
force there led to our being pushed back
to the edge of the sea before we couid
struggle back, many blocidy and costly
battles later.

m After Korea, we never thought we
would place military forces .cnin the
Asian mainland again. Then came Viet-
nam. Again, we were slow off the mark,
largely because our training, urganiza-
tion and equipment were tailored to a
traditional European-war, not an Asian
guerrillawar,
mAfter Vietnam, we

interests abroad, except in ‘Western Eu-

| rope. Yet less than seven-years later, |

President Carter spelled out our vital
interests in the Persian Gulf.

If we look ahead, we cansee there are
numerous dangerous situations in
which our economic or pelitical con-
cerns might lead to a decisionthat vital
national interests are invoived:

B Thailand is currently threatened at
its Cambodian border by 204,000 troops
of the Soviet Union’s surrogate, Viet-
nam.

® Pakistan is under increasing threat
and pressure from the Soviet Union as a
result of its alleged support fer the Af-
ghan freedom fighters. .

virtually es-.
chewed the idea that.we had any vital |

minerals is today already at risk as ten-
sions mount between the black nations
of Southern Africa and the white Union
of South Africa.

® Our own economic and political in-
volvement with the rest of the world
has increased, making us more vulner-
able to cartels like the Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries and ex-
tortionists like Iran - concerns we
were hardly aware of 10 years ago.

M In the future, we may judge some
situation in the third world to involve a
vital interest other than essential re-
| sources, such as oil. Between 1975 and
| 1980, the Soviets intervened in Angola,
. Ethiopia, Cambodia and Afghanistan.
- In retrospect, it might have been in our
interest to have attempted to arrest
their movements into those areas.

It is shortsighted to believe that we
can predict today any better than we
have in the past where our future vital
interests will lie. Those judgments will
continue to evolve and ¢hange. It is pre-
cisely for this reason that our military
preparations must be more flexible
than fixed bases, such as those in Eu-
rope.

Similarly, the concept of preposition-
ing American forces in the Middle

a knee-jerk reversion to the European
strategy. We could not possibly station
enough forces permanently in the area
to stand off a Soviet invasion of Iran, or
| even a lesser military assault by in-
i digenous forces. Certainly it would help
to-have some American troops in the
Middle East, if we could be sure they
would not be held hostage at the mo-
ment of need by a disapproving host
country. But we can neither solve our
! problem this way nor should we pay a
" high price to try to do so. (There would
~be a very high price throughout the

permitting us to station a few troops at
bases in Sinai.) .
Another approach to the problem,
that of relying on our allies to share this
burden, is to be desired but not counted
on. We should encourage them to con-
tribute to a quick-reaction force, espe-
cially in its naval elements, because
this would be relatively easy for them
to do. Some of our allies, like France,
already have a'standing naval presence
in the Indian Ocean. It is logical and
has the appeal of internationalizing
whatever action might be taken. But

other forces the allies could provide.

Italy and West Germany have the capa-

~

East, as is currently being discussed, is |

Arab world if we pressured Egypt into -

there are severe limitations on what

Only the United Kingdom, France,

@ Our supply of a number of critical | bility to provide modest mobile forces

and, in the case of West Germany,
there is a constitutional question as to -
whether German forces can be sent out- |
side the Federal Republic. And, as with
basing rights, there will always be the
question of whether our allies will
agree with us that the tire has come to
use military force. Coalitions are fine
in wartime when there is no question
that the interests of all the allies coin-
cide, but are not often effective in
deciding whether or not to go to war.

If we cannot count on prearranged
bases, or on prepositioned forces, or on
prenegotiated support from our allies,
what shouid we do? We should agree on
a new three-part strategy. First, we
need a capability to move in quickly
and with force to airfields that are close
enough to the action and that may be
endangered by rebeHious or hostile
forces. Second, we need an immediate
follow-on airlift capability to reinforce
that seizure. And, last, we need to be
able to dispatch supporting logistics by
sea quickly. We are not now adequately
prepared for any of these tasks. Having
tailored our military forces to the Euro-
pean scenario, we have failed to pro-
vide the flexibility and mobility that
are indispensible for an interventionist
role in other areas of the world. How-
ever, we can immediately improve
each of rinese capabilities by reorient-
ing in fundamental ways our approach
to the buildjng and training of forces.

,For seizing airfields, we can turn ei-
ther to the Army’s airborne forces or
Navy-Marine Corps amphibious forces.
For initial intervention in areas remote

- from major American bases, it would

be risky to count on airborne forces.
Their limitation to a radius of about 500
miles from a jumping-off base would
tie us to the need for a friendly base in
the immediate area. The role of air-
bome forces is more to reach out in ad-
vance of a sizeable, ongoing ground
operation, not to be the spearhead for
initiating a seizure, but we still should
keep them in mind and well trained in -
case circumstances happen to be just
right. I e e
Seizure operations -—— the assault
landing by boat and helicopter — are
the forte and the raison d’étre of Navy-
Marine Corps amphibious forces. Their
equipment is designed for mobility and
suiprise and they are trained for the
initial seizure of a limited piece of hos-
tile territory, like an airfield or coastal
foothold. However, they have two key

limitations. First. their ability to seize.
an initial objective that is more than 50

miles inland is questionable. Fortl-
nately, most of the countries. of likely
concern to us have a coastline. Second,

- CONTINUEL,
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' meets our needs for rapid response.
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the ships of an amphibious force are
slow. Good intelligence is essential for
the timely dispatch of an amphibious
force to a trouble area in time.

Once established ashore, an amphibi-
ous spearhead requires rapid reinforce-
ment if it is to hang onto its toehold.
This means rapid follow-on by airlift,
not by the traditional follow-on waves
of amphibious shipping. Today, quick
seizure by forward-deployed forces and
immediate follow-up by airlift best

The Marines should keep their large-
scale assault plans dusted off but they

should be truly ready to move fast and .|

travel light. E

To be ready for theu- seizure role in -
remote areas, the Marines also need to
change the way they deploy forward in
peacetime. For years, they-have kept
about 1,500 to 1,800 troops-forward in
the Mediterranean and a.like number in
the Western Pacific. Such forces are
marginal in size by Marine Corps esti-

mates for any but the mcst-elementary
combat mission, such-as a raid or a res-

cue mission. If it came to securing even
a lightly defended airfield, 1,800 troops
would more than have their hands full.
A meaningful combat assault in the
Mediterranean or Pacific, then, by
these deployed forces -would have to
await reinforcement from the Umted
States
- Today, we have shifted those de-
\ployed forcesoneata nmem the Indian
Ocean to be ready for contingencies. In
today’s unsettied Persian Guif, it would

be better to deploy thern both to the In—!

dian Ocean permanently, doubling the
number readily available. Since raean-
ingful amphibious operations in the
Mediterranean or the Western Pacific

would have to await reinforcing forces.

from the United States-anyway, our
readiness for sxgmfxcant -amphibious
assauits in those areas would not drop.
We would, though, be-ready for-an as-

sault in the Indian. Ocean-drea  with. -
3,600 Marines. If 1,800-Marines'can’t do--

the job, could 3,600? Without a specific-
situation in mind, it-is-impossibie -to
say. But the Marine- Corps-has tradi-

tionally held that a Marine amphibious.

. brigade of about that size is the small-

est tactical unit for sustained combat.
Certainly, 3,600 would have at least
twice the probability of success of the
present 1,800.

For the Marines, a continuous life
aboard ship with little opportunity to
train and exercise ashore, as is the case
in the Indian Ocean, could lead to their
capability deteriorating. One solution
would be a rotation system that took ad-
vantage of the fact that airlift can move
troops, but not equipment, very rap-
idly. Once deployed, two-thirds of these
3,000 to 4,000 Marines could be airlifted
back to the United States from our is-
land base at Diego Garcia, but they
would leave all of their equipment on
board their ships. At intervals of sev-
eral months, the one-third left on the
ships would rotate with one of the two-
thirds that had gone home. This rota-
tion scheme would permit regular
training and reduce family separa-
tions. It would reduce our response
time in an emergency by only a few
days, since the equipment would all re-
main in the deployed ships.

Some may assume that the much ad-
vertised Rapid Deployment Force is
‘moving us toward the capability to
seize advance airfields. It is hard to
know whether it is or not. The force is
simply a headquarters command that
would draw upon the existing forces of
all four services if it had to go to war.
We can hope that the force commander

- is developing his plans along lines sirni-
lar to those proposed here.

Another essential capability for sei-
zure of an advance airfield is enough
air power to keep enemy air forces
i from attacking our amphibious forces
; and to attack opposing ground forces.
i *Unless we can count on base rights
¢ within 300 to 400 miles, this can come
; ‘only from aircraft carriers. An en-
" larged amphibious capability would

two aircraft carriers that have been in
crisis. With only 12 carriers in the

haul and training, sustaining two in the
Indian Ocean precludes maintaining

the Mediterranean and two in the West-
emn Pacific at the same time. Having
not enough to go around is the price we
are paying for a policy of procuring a
few giant carriers rather than many
small ones.

Even more serious, with American
naval power built around only 12-air-
craft carriers, we are reluctant to risk

demonstrated during last year’s hos-
tage-rescue effort. When air support
was needed well inside the Persian

|

5 certainly require the air support of the |
the Indian Ocean area since the hostage |

"Navy, and allowing for repairs, over- |

them in combat. This was dramatically

. placing VSTOL’s on all of the |

the Navy’s normal positioning of two in ! fast tanks relying more on-

Gulf, the Navy insisted on keeping its
carriers outside — though the potential
opposition was only the enfeebled Ira-.
nian Air Force and Navy. The capabil-
ity to intervene in remote areas re-
quires aircraft carriers that can be
placed in harm's way like al} other im-
plements of war. That will be possible
only when carriers are made smaller,
simpler and in larger numbers.

Until such a new fleet comes into
being, we can, with imagination,
stretch our present capabilities. The
Navy has small flight decks in its am-
phibious force and the Marine Corps
hasvertical |

take-off (VSTOL) aircraft. By

amphibious ships that can ac-
commodate them, the am-
phibious ships that go right up
to the area of the attack would
carry some of the air power
they need with them. Ameri- -
can air power could be in-
creased substantially in areas
like the Persian Gulf where
vulnerability may hold air-
craft carriers at long range. In
effect, we could develop a plan
in which the large carriers in
the rear provide the high-per-
formance aircraft to protect
the amphibious carriers in the
forward area which, in turn,
provide direct air support to
the troops. Unfortunately, itis
more difficult to make im-
mediate improvements to
rapid airlift, the second ele-
ment of an intervention capa-
bility. The fundamental prob-
lem is the size and weight of
our weapons systems. The new:
M-1 tank weighs more than 50
tons. Even our largest trans-
port aircraft will be able to
.carry only one for any mean-
ingful distance. The highly so-
phisticated F-15 fighter air-
craft requires an immense
amount of maintenance sup-
port to keep it running. Until
we are willing to build light,

movement than mass, and
simple aircraft with high-per-
formance weapons relying
more on new technologies than
on traditional air combat, the
load wi}l not lighten much.

In the meantime, we can at
least reduce-the flying time
needed to transport our heavy
equipment to the scene. The .
way to do this is to tap our
army and air forces in Europe
first in an emergency, in the
Persian Guli, for example,

CONTINUED
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rather than bringing units

.from the United States, as is

now planned. The traditional
arguments against this are un-
derstandable, but the simple
fact is that flying time can be
cut by a factor of three be--
cause Europe is three times
closer to the Gulf. In addition,

' our European forces are those

in the highest state of readi-
ness.
Some have predicted that

' NATO will “Finiandize’’ (ac-

cede to Soviet pressure} if the
United States diverts its atten-
tion and strength from Eu-
rope. There is no reason why
this should happen. Our NATO
partners would preferthat we
take on the Persian Guif re-
sponsibility as an-addition to
our European posture rather
than reducing our forces in
Europe. But we cannot in-
‘crease the numbers of Ameri-
can forces enough to do that.
Consequently, concessions:

. must be made in NATO to per-

. that we cannot. The reason.is -

mit adequate United S:tates
coverage of the Middte ITast,
which is as much in Europe’s|
vital interest as it is in gurs. |
We and our allies must aiso!
recognize that the United
States is essentially a mari-
time, not a continental, power.
Thirty years of playing the
role of a continental power in
Europe have left us with
equipment and a Strategy |
which do not serve us, or them,
adequately in other vital re-
gions like the Persian Guif,
This brings us to the $o4
question. How can we aiford
‘“heavy” forces to meet our
European responsibilities and
*‘light” forces for other contin-
gencies? The simple answer is

. not financial alone. If we-con-

tinue to attempt to create one’
set of forces for the-central
front in Europe ané another
for contingency areas like the

; Persian Gulf, the 50-ton tanks

and sophisticated aircraft jfor
a traditional big-power war in

Europe will dominate military:

thinking and budgets, and con-
tingency requiremenis- will
simply be neglected, as-they-
are now. The long-hekd prem-
ise that if we are prepared for

: aNATO war, whichis the most
- demanding, we can use these

same types of forces to-handle

- less demanding contingencies

is wrong. Vietnam illustrated
that. The Persian Guif offers
similar problems.

-port,

What we need is dual-capa- |
ble equipment. This may seem
less effective for Europe, but '
most of the changes to satisfy |

contingency needs would in-
corporate advantages of new
technology that are neglected

‘
1
i
i
1
!
i

today on even our newest |
NATO forces. Those technolo- '

gies permitus to:

®m Build lighter tanks and artil- |

lery.

M Rely less on the high-per-
formance characteristics of
aircraft and more on sophisti-
cated weapons fired from
them —reducing the aircraft’s
size and the maintenance tail
that must be airlifted to the
scene.

M Build smaller aircraft carri-
ers so that there will be more
of themn to spread over remote
areas. .
®Build more capable am-
phibious ships with VSTOL’s.

® Build more data-processing
and data-transmission -capa-
bility for reconnaissance and
‘“‘smart’’ weapons.

Emphasis on using these
technologies, along with the
accompanying changes in tac-
tics, could create forces for

-NATO that are more flexible,

more difficult to target and
more responsive to changing
battlefield conditions. Overall,

this. -would. lead the Depart-

ment of Defense to spend its

‘money-quite differently from
' the way it does now. The

budget amendments of this fis-
cal year and the next, sub-
mitted to the Congress by the

' _Reagan Administration, donot

face the issue squarely. In all

. fairness, it is a bit much to ex-

pect the Administration to
change directions quickly. The
emphasis --in those amend-
ments; however, is stiil on the
second half of the problem —-
airlifting our forces to new
trouble spots. Despite that, the
Administration still opts for
procurement of the XM-1 tank
and the F-15 aircraft, which
will not help at all. The first
half of a sound Persian Gulf
strategy, improved amphibi-
ous lift and carrier air sup-
is not helped by the
amendments. There is a down
payment on a new large air-

| craft carrier, but that is a mis-

take. The Department of De-
fense simply must let go of
some of the traditional weap-

. member of the NATO alliance

_our responsibilities are too

ons, such as large carriers,
that are clearly becoming ob-
solete. Seriously questioning
traditional systems will also
mean withstanding the enor-
mous institutional pressures
within the Defense Depart-
ment and the pressures from
the defense industry to perpet-
uate what is known and under-
stood. Both usually want to
pursue the same weapons sys-
tems relentlessly, regardless
of changes of strategy or tech-
nology..

The United States is the only

that can shoulder the burden
of defending the Persian Gulf
as well as other worldwide re-
sponsibilities, so it is vital that-
we accept it. Increasingly, as
our undiminished dependence
on' third-world nations coin-
cides with Moscow’s increased
assertiveness in the same re- .
gions, we will find that our
vital interests are at stake in
other.remote areas. Our de-
fense establishment had best
be prepared to support the
more assertive rhetoric of this
Administration to protect
those interests with effective
military power, We can do that
omy if we realize that we area
maritime-airlift power whose
military strategy must have
the mobility and flexibility to
meet wide-ranging and uncer-
tain demands. Surely, we have
the wisdom to recognize that

broad to be fulfilled by a new
‘““Maginot line.’”” We have the
industrial ingenuity to utilize
our advanced technology to
build weapons systems that
can protect all of our national |
interests. We must start now, ;’
however, in this new !
direction. M [

Admiral : Stansfield Turner, U.S.N.
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